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Abstract
Threats to biodiversity resulting from habitat destruction and deterioration have been documented for many species, whilst
climate change is regarded as increasingly impacting upon species’ distribution and abundance. However, few studies have
disentangled the relative importance of these two drivers in causing recent population declines. We quantify the relative
importance of both processes by modelling annual variation in population growth of 18 farmland bird species in the UK as a
function of measures of land-use intensity and weather. Modelled together, both had similar explanatory power in
accounting for annual fluctuations in population growth. When these models were used to retrodict population trends for
each species as a function of annual variation in land-use intensity and weather combined, and separately, retrodictions
incorporating land-use intensity were more closely linked to observed population trends than retrodictions based only on
weather, and closely matched the UK farmland bird index from 1970 onwards. Despite more stable land-use intensity in
recent years, climate change (inferred from weather trends) has not overtaken land-use intensity as the dominant driver of
bird populations.
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Introduction
Global biodiversity faces many threats and population declines
have been documented across a wide-range of taxa [1,2]. Habitat
destruction and management intensification have been responsible
for substantial population declines, range contractions and species’
extinctions [3–5]. These pressures are projected to worsen during
the course of the next century [6] and be exacerbated by
increasing effects of anthropogenic climate change [7]. Indeed,
there is increasing evidence that recent climatic change is already
impacting upon species’ distribution and abundance [8–10],
although few studies have attempted to quantitatively disentangle
the relative importance of these two drivers in causing recent
population declines [11,12].
Some 12% of all bird species are classified as threatened, and
therefore at risk of extinction over the next 100 years, of which,
85% are at risk from habitat destruction or deterioration [13].
One of the best documented examples of how such changes may
drive rapid population declines has been the decline of farmland
birds across Europe as a result of land-use and management
changes associated with increased agricultural intensification [14–
16]. However, recent analyses indicate an increasing effect of
climate change on common European bird populations and
communities, with populations of species associated with warmer
conditions having stable or increasing populations, whilst those
associated with cool climates are declining [17–21].
Whilst the inference from these studies is that climate change
has overtaken land-use intensity as a driver of common European
bird populations [19–21], this has not specifically been tested.
Indeed, between-habitat differences in species sensitivity to
temperature may confound the detectability of climate change
and land-use change impacts using such large-scale analyses [22].
Given the considerable scientific and policy interest in this topic, it
is vital to properly attribute recent population changes to these
different potential causes, to then inform appropriate policy and
management responses. Existing analyses do not however,
examine the relative importance of climate change and land-use
management change in driving recent population trends; the aim
of this paper. To examine this, we use forty-year time-series of
national trends in the abundance of farmland birds in the UK to
firstly quantify the relative importance of both processes in
determining the population growth of 18 farmland bird species
that contribute to the composite farmland bird index [16].
Secondly, we use these species-specific models to retrodict recent
population trends for each species and infer the relative
importance of land-use intensity and climate change (inferred
from trends in the weather) in driving long-term population trends
from the match between modelled and observed trends.
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Bird data
Data from the British Trust for Ornithology’s (BTO) Common
Bird Census (CBC) and the BTO/Joint Nature Conservation
Committee/Royal Society for the Protection of Birds Breeding
Bird Survey (BBS) were used to generate annual indices of
population change for 18 species making up the UK farmland bird
index [23]. The CBC provided data from 1966 until 2000. The
BBS survey provided data from 1994 to 2008, with seven-years of
overlap between the two surveys in order to enable their
combination. Full details of the survey design can be found
elsewhere [24,25]. Despite the switch in methodology, the data
from the two surveys can be combined for most farmland birds to
produce joint trends of national population size [26] which
underpin the UK farmland bird index [23].
In this paper, we used the annual index values from joint UK
trends for 18 of the 19 farmland bird species listed by Gregory et al.
[16], excluding only rook Corvus frugilegus because it was recorded
on relatively few (,15 per annum) CBC plots, reducing the
precision of the early trend. The species included were grey
partridge Perdix perdix, common kestrel Falco tinnunculus, northern
lapwing Vanellus vanellus, stock dove Columba oenas, common wood
pigeon Columba palumbus, European turtle dove Streptopelia turtur,
western jackdaw Corvus monedula, skylark Alauda arvensis, common
whitethroat Sylvia communis, common starling Sturnus vulgaris,
Eurasian tree sparrow Passer montanus, yellow wagtail Motacilla
flava, European greenfinch Carduelis chloris, European goldfinch
Carduelis carduelis, common linnet Carduelis cannabina, yellowham-
mer Emberiza citrinella, common reed bunting Emberiza schoeniclus
and corn bunting Emberiza calandra. For each species, annual
estimates of abundance from 1966–2008 were produced using
standard methods [27].
Land-use data
A wide-range of aspects of farmland management have changed
over recent decades (see Wilson et al [28] for a review). These can
be measured using a wide-variety of metrics, pointing to a general
trend towards a loss of semi-natural habitat and increasing
intensification during the 1970s and 1980s [14] to produce
increased agricultural yields. Whilst some habitat loss may be
detectable using remote sensing [29,30], detecting important
changes on farmland associated with altered cropping, the
intensity of management, or relatively subtle habitat conversion,
such as from wet to dry grassland across large-scales, may be
difficult. We therefore follow Donald et al. [15] and use the annual
yield of wheat and barley in the UK as a measure of arable
intensification [31]. Applying the same logic to pastoral systems,
we used separate annual estimates of the size of the national cattle
herd and sheep flock from June census data [32] as indices of the
intensification of livestock-husbandry. Usefully, these measures
combine the consequences of changes in both land-cover and
land-use intensity.
Weather data
Temperature data were obtained from the Central England
Temperature (HadCET) dataset for a roughly triangular area
enclosed by Lancashire, London and Bristol [33]. Rainfall data
were taken from the England and Wales Precipitation (EWP)
Series [34]. These data therefore match the area from which most
of the bird data are derived, particularly for the CBC period. The
survival rates of a range of farmland birds are known to correlate
with the severity of winter weather [35], whilst breeding success
may vary annually in relation to conditions during the breeding
season [36]. We therefore used the mean minimum temperature of
the coldest month as a measure of winter severity and mean
monthly mean temperature and mean monthly precipitation
during the bird breeding season (April–July) as measures of annual
variation in breeding conditions. For three long-distance migrants,
which winter in the semi-arid Sahelian zone south of the Sahara,
we replaced minimum temperature with Sahel rainfall, an
appropriate measure of weather conditions on the African
wintering grounds known to affect survival rates in these species
[37]. Total wet season Sahel rainfall (May–October) was derived
annually from the 0.560.5 degree cell gridded data TS3.0 (http://
badc.nerc.ac.uk:80/browse/badc/cru/data), from the Climate
Research Unit at UEA via British Atmospheric Data Centre
(BADC).
Statistical analysis
The selection of variables outlined above provided a balanced
design of three national land-use time-series to be compared
against three national weather time-series, allowing analysis of the
impacts of these factors on population growth. The three land-use
variables were significantly correlated, meaning that disentangling
the relative importance of each of these was difficult, but given the
low degree of correlation between the weather variables and land-
use variables, this should not affect our assessment of the relative
importance of each in driving farmland bird populations (Table 1).
i Relative importance of weather and land-use in driving
population growth
We used hierarchical partitioning (HP) to determine the
independent contribution of these explanatory variables to each
bird population trend [38]. HP addresses the presence of
collinearity by determining the independent contribution of each
explanatory variable to the response variable and separates it from
the joint contribution, resulting from correlation with other
variables [39]. The Hier.part macro [40] was run in SAS v.9.2
[41] on each of the 18 species. We therefore modelled annual
variation in population growth (ln(nt+1/nt)) as a function of the
index (n) in yeart (to account for density dependence), three
weather (W) variables; previous annual minimum temperature or
Sahel rainfall (Wt), previous breeding season temperature (Wb) and
rainfall (Wr), and three land-use (L) variables from the previous
year; cereal yield (Ly), size of the national cattle herd (Lc) and
sheep flock size (Ls). Variables were related to the previous year as
these were most likely to influence population change through
productivity in the previous breeding season and over-winter
survival. Terms a and bn describe the intercept and model
coefficients respectively, whilst e represents residual error.
ln
ntz1
nt

~azb0 ln(nt)zb1Wtzb2Wbzb3Wr
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ii Relative importance of climate and land-use in driving
population trends
We used the models from i to retrodict the species-specific
population trends from 1966–2008 on the basis of annual
variation in weather (which through time describe effects of
climate change) and land-use, starting from an initial population
value of 1 in 1966, but replacing the observed index (nt) with that
predicted from the model. The model was therefore free-running
from the first year, with annual variation predicted only from
variation in the six predictor variables, enabling the ability of each
Climate Change, Land-Use and Birds
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be tested. To separate the effects of climate change and land-use
intensity, this process was repeated, but fixing the values for either
the weather or land-use variables to the mean of the first six years
(1965–1970), prior to the major change in agricultural practices in
the 1970s [14] or recent climate change [20]. This produced two
restricted models where predicted variation in each species trend
resulted from either land-use intensity or weather variation only,
plus the potential effect of density-dependence.
In order to summarise these models across all species, we
replicated the production of the farmland bird indicator, which is a
geometric mean of the population trends, but used each of the
modelled species trendsfrom ii, instead of the observed trends. Thus,
weproducedamodelledindicatorbasedonland-useandweather,or
the restricted land-use only or weather only models, and compared
the fit of these to the real indicator, which runs from 1970.
To test how the relative importance of climate change and land-
use intensity has changed through time, the fit (r) of each restricted
species model to the observed population trend was assessed for
sequential 10-year time-slices through the entire population time-
series and averaged across the 18-species. We expect a closer fit
between the predictions from the land-use only models and
population trends than the weather only models at the start of the
time-series and through the period of farmland bird decline [14],
but if climate change has now become the dominant driver of
farmland bird populations we expect that the performance of the
weather-only models will have increased through time and now
have greater predictive ability in describing recent population
trends than the land-use only models.
Results
i Patterns of change in environmental drivers
There have been significant increases in minimum temperature
(r=0.31, n=43, P=0.04) and breeding season temperature
(r=0.61, n=43, P,0.0001) from 1966–2008, but not breeding
season rainfall (r=0.07, n=43, P=0.64) or Sahel rainfall (r=0.06,
n=43, P=0.71). Strong trends in land-use variables were for
increases in cereal yield (r=0.94, n=43, P,0.0001) and the size of
the sheep flock (r=0.67, n=43, P,0.0001), although with a recent
decline post the food-and-mouth disease outbreak in 2001, and
reductions in the size of the cattle herd (r=20.81, n=43,
P,0.0001) from 1975. These trends are illustrated in Figure 1.
ii Relative importance of weather and land-use in driving
population growth
There was a largely even split in the partitioning of variation in
population growth between count in the previous year (32%),
weather (36%) and land-use (32%). Thus weather and land-use
were approximately equally important in determining annual
variation in population growth rates of farmland birds (Figure 2).
Given that the models accounted for an average of 4063% of the
variation in population growth, about 14% of the annual variation
in farmland bird populations was driven by weather and 13% by
land-use change.
iii Relative importance of climate and land-use in driving
population trends
Models of population growth (Table S1) had good explanatory
power in retrodicting observed population trends of farmland birds
(Figure S1), with a mean coefficient of determination between
observed and expected index values of r
2=0.8860.03. The mean
coefficient of determination of the land-use only models was
r
2=0.7960.06 and the weather only models r
2=0.3460.08.
Population trends of the majority of species were therefore much
more closely related to land-use change than climate change, with
weather only models producing a better fit to the observed trend
than land-use only models in only two species. The importance of
land-use intensity in explaining the observed farmland bird decline
is indicated by the close-fit of the modelled trend in the indicator
when based upon both land-use intensity and weather (r
2=0.99),
or just land-use intensity (r
2=0.98). In the absence of land-use
change the coefficient of determination was weak at r
2=0.19 with
only a 7% population decline predicted, rather than the observed
50% (Figure 3). At the start of the time-series, weather only models
provided a better fit to the farmland bird population trends than
land-use only models, but this switched in 1981 (reflecting
correlations from 1976–1985, the period of major population
decline). During the 1990s, observed trends were strongly driven
by land-use intensity rather than weather (Figure 4). However, in
recent years, the gap has narrowed, although contrary to our
predictions, climate change has not exceeded land-use intensity as
the main driver of farmland bird population trends. The relative
performance of both models is now lower than previously, which
reflects the recent stability and reduced variation in farmland bird
abundance (Figure 3, Figure S1).
Discussion
Farmland bird populations have fluctuated as a result of annual
variation in both land-use intensity and weather. Whilst a wide-
range of previous studies have documented declines in farmland
birds as a result of agricultural intensification [e.g.14,15], and the
importance of weather in determining fluctuations of these bird
populations [42], this is the first time the relative importance of
particular facets of both have been quantified, and related to long-
Table 1. Pearson correlation coefficients between all climate and land-use variables.
Min temp Sahel rain Breed temp Breed rain Cereal yield Sheep
Sahel rain 0.25
Breed temp 0.39 0.21
Breed rain 0.21 0.09 20.16
Cereal yield 0.18 20.05 0.48 20.07
Sheep 0.15 20.06 0.29 20.11 0.78
Cattle 20.25 20.30 20.54 20.27 20.76 20.52
Pearson correlation coefficients between all climate and land-use variables. Variables in bold indicate correlation coefficients of r.0.5. For a description of the variables,
refer to methods.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0030407.t001
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similar explanatory power in accounting for annual changes in
population growth. Annual changes in 10 of the 18 species
included in this analysis were significantly correlated with at least
one of the three land-use variables, of which the main driver
appeared to be increasing intensification of arable systems. Annual
changes in populations of 9 species were significantly related to
weather variables, of which minimum temperature was the most
important. Thus, the year to year changes in farmland bird
populations observed in the UK may be equally a result of weather
or agricultural management during the previous year, which
combined with density-dependence, account for 40% of the
variation in annual population fluctuations.
Despite the similarity in the annual population fluctuations
explained by land-use intensity or weather, modelled population
trends incorporating land-use intensity were much more closely
linked to observed farmland bird population trends than models
based only on weather variables, describing the effects of climate
change through time. The importance of land-use intensity results
from the strong directional trends in farmland intensification [14],
which have exceed the pace of climate change (Figure 1). It is these
strong directional trends in land-use intensity which therefore explain
Figure 1. Temporal trends in land-use and weather variables. Temporal trends in a) the total cereal yield (solid line), cattle herd (dotted line)
and sheep herd (dashed line) in the UK. Cereal yield (millions tonnes) and cattle herd (millions adults) units given by the left (y)-axis and sheep herd
(millions adults) by the right (z)-axis, and b) Mean minimum temperature of the coldest month (solid black line), mean monthly temperature during
the breeding season (dashed line), total rainfall during the breeding season (open squares, dotted line), and Sahelian rain (mm/10) (filled circles,
dotted line).
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0030407.g001
Climate Change, Land-Use and Birds
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and also suggests that the recent levelling of farmland bird population
trends is largely a function of more stable agricultural production,
potentially associated with increased uptake of agri-environment
schemes aimed at benefiting wildlife [43], although the evidence for
beneficial effects of such schemes is as yet equivocal [21]. Whilst it is
possible that other, untested factors may also be important, the
strength of the relationships identified inour analysis, and the existing
literature, suggests we have considered the most important factors
which influence farmland bird populations. For example, increasing
predator populations, another potential driver of change, have been
shown to have little impact on most of the species considered [44].
There is increasing evidence for climate change impacting upon
European bird populations, with a general trend towards stable or
Figure 2. The mean variance (± se) of population growth attributable to each variable. Results of hierarchical partitioning, showing the
mean variance (6 se) of population growth attributable to each variable across all species. Variances sum to 100%. Log Index t-1 (Index) is included to
account for potential density-dependence, winter weather (W weath, combining the effects of minimum temperature for residents and Sahel rainfall
for migrants), breeding season temperature (B temp) and breeding season rainfall (B rain) are weather variables, and Cereal, Cattle and Sheep
describe land-use intensity.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0030407.g002
Figure 3. Modelled UK farmland bird indicator based on land-use intensity and weather. Modelled UK farmland bird indicator based on
land-use intensity and weather (black solid line), or the restricted land-use intensity only (black dotted line) or weather only (black dashed line)
models, compared to the real indicator (grey solid line), which runs from 1970 [25].
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0030407.g003
Climate Change, Land-Use and Birds
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and declines in populations of species associated with cool climates
[17,18]. Our results suggest that for farmland birds, the suite of
European bird species most strongly affected by land-use intensity,
climate change has been a relatively unimportant driver of long-
term trends, even in recent years. We might have expected climate
to have become an increasingly important driver of bird
populations since the mid-1980s as a result of recent warming
[20,45], but this was not the case, with land-use intensity
remaining the dominant driver of farmland bird trends during
the 1990s (Figure 3), and no evidence of a recent switch to climate
becoming more important. Although annual variation in individ-
ual population trends and the farmland bird indicator may be
related to weather, such as population increases in the mid-1970s
and more rapid declines in the mid-1980s than expected from
land-use, our results suggest that apart from one or two exceptions,
any impact of climate change on farmland birds has been
exceeded by the strong directional shift in land-use intensity. This
suggests that the patterns outlined by country- or continent-wide
analyses of recent changes in bird communities in response to
increases in temperature do not necessarily apply to all
environments and have not been reflected in recent changes to
the UK farmland bird community. Recent reductions in the
community specialisation of birds on farmland [21] may therefore
have been largely driven by land-use rather than climate change.
Looking forward, our models suggest that if climate change
becomes more severe, we would expect more significant changes
to occur, with likely recoveries (or continued recoveries) in corn
bunting, European goldfinch, common linnet, common reed
bunting and skylark populations as a result of increased survival in
milder winters, and increases in grey partridge, yellow wagtail and
potentially western jackdaw populations as a result of increased
productivity in warmer, drier summers (Table S1). However, given
likely further significant shifts in agricultural practices either in
response to climate change [46] or other social, political and
economic drivers in Europe, the experience of the last forty years
of farmland bird monitoring in the UK suggests that it will be
changes in land-use intensification which will continue to be the
major driver of population change in these species. Given the
likely magnitude of future land-use change elsewhere in the globe
anticipated as a result of increased requirements for food
production and increased effects of climate change [47],
understanding the relationship between land-use intensity and
bird populations will continue to be a high priority, even during a
period of changing climate. On this basis, effects of climate change
on biodiversity may therefore be most detectable and important in
environments where the level of human exploitation and
management is relatively low. Importantly, the fact that the
impacts of land-use change can exceed climate change impacts on
species, at least in some circumstances, provides evidence that
improving land-use practices for bird populations may provide an
opportunity to counter negative climate change impacts, and
therefore deliver effective climate change adaptation for biodiver-
sity. Testing this further should be a high priority [48].
Supporting Information
Figure S1 Modelled population trends of each farmland
bird species compared to observed population trends.
Modelled population trends of each farmland bird species
compared to observed population trends. Modelled trends were
retrodicted from the model of annual variation in population
growth (Table S1) applied to the observed index in the first year.
Subsequent predicted index values were modelled sequentially
from the prediction of population growth applied to the previous
predicted index value. Black line=species-specific index of
abundance, red line=modelled index (land-use intensity and
weather), blue line=restricted model (weather only), green
line=restricted model (land-use intensity only). The gap in the
index of abundance in 2001 is due a lack of data collected as a
result of the food-and-mouth disease outbreak.
(DOC)
Figure 4. Changes in importance of land-use intensity and climate change in driving farmland bird population growth. Changes in
the relative importance of land-use intensity and climate change in driving farmland bird population growth. The graph shows the fit of the land-use
(open circles) and weather (black circles) only models to the observed population trend, as assessed from the correlation coefficients between
observed and predicted populations for sequential 10-year time-slices, and plotted against the central year.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0030407.g004
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tor variables and population growth for 18 farmland
birds. Summary of the relationship between predictor variables
and population growth for 18 farmland birds. For a description of
the variables, refer to methods. The number of symbols indicate
statistical significance as follows: 1, P.0.06; (1), 0.05,P,0.06; 2,
0.01,P,0.05; 3, 0.001,P,0.01; 4, 0.0001,P,0.001. The
number of significant (P,0.05) positive and negative relationships
with each predictor variable are given in the last row.
(DOC)
Acknowledgments
We are grateful to members of the Steering Group and the Project Group
for comments on the methodology and previous drafts of this manuscript.
We are also grateful to Gavin Siriwardena (BTO) and two anonymous
referees for additional comments.
Author Contributions
Conceived and designed the experiments: SME JPH. Performed the
experiments: SME JPH. Analyzed the data: SME JPH. Contributed
reagents/materials/analysis tools: SME JPH. Wrote the paper: SME JPH.
References
1. Butchart SM, Walpole M, Collen B, van Strien A, Scharlemann JPW, et al.
(2010) Global Biodiversity: Indicators of Recent Declines. Science 328:
1164–1168. (doi:10.1126/science.1187512).
2. Rands MRW, Adams WM, Bennun L, Butchart SHM, Clements A, et al. (2010)
Biodiversity Conservation: Challenges Beyond 2010. Science 329: 1298–1303,
(doi:10.1126/science.1189138).
3. Pimm SL, Raven P (2000) Biodiversity: Extinction by numbers. Nature 403:
843–845. (doi:10.1038/35002708).
4. Gaston K, Blackburn T, Klein, Goldewijk K (2003) Habitat conversion and
global avian biodiversity loss. Proceedings of the Royal Society B: Biological
Sciences 270: 1293–1300. (doi: 10.1098/rspb.2002.2303).
5. Brook B, Sodhi N, Bradshaw C (2008) Synergies among extinction drivers under
global change. Trends in Ecology & Evolution 23: 453–460. (doi:10.1016/
j.tree.2008.03.011).
6. Sala OE, Chapin FS, Armesto JJ, Berlow E, Bloomfield J, et al. (2000) Global
biodiversity scenarios for the year 2100. Science 287: 1770–1774. (doi: 10.1126/
science.287.5459.1770).
7. Thomas CD, Cameron A, Green RE, Bakkenes M, Beaumont LJ, et al. (2004)
Extinction risk from climate change. Nature 427: 145–148. (doi:10.1038/
nature02121).
8. Parmesan C, Yohe G (2003) A globally coherent fingerprint of climate change
impacts across natural systems. Nature 421: 37–42. (doi:10.1038/nature01286).
9. Root TL, Price JT, Hall KR, Schneider SH, Rosenzweig C, et al. (2003)
Fingerprints of global warming on wild animals and plants. Nature 421: 57–60.
(doi:10.1038/nature01333).
10. Hickling R, Roy DB, Hill JK, Fox R, Thomas CD (2006) The distributions of a
wide range of taxonomic groups are expanding polewards. Global Change
Biology 12: 450–455, (doi:10.1111/j.1365-2486.2006.01116.x).
11. Warren MA, Hill JK, Thomas JA, Asher J, Fox R, et al. (2001) Rapid responses
of British butterflies to opposing forces of climate and habitat change. Nature
414: 65–69. (doi:10.1038/35102054).
12. de Chazal J, Rounsevell MD (2009) Land-use and climate change within
assessments of biodiversity change: A review. Global Environmental Change 19:
306–315. (doi:10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2008.09.007).
13. Birdlife International (2004) Birds in Europe: Population Estimates, Trends and
Conservation Status. Cambridge, UK: Birdlife International (Birdlife Conser-
vation Series No. 12).
14. Chamberlain D, Fuller R, Bunce R, Duckworth J, Shrubb M (2000) Changes in
the abundance of farmland birds in relation to the timing of agricultural
intensification in England and Wales. Journal of Applied Ecology 37: 771–788.
(doi: 10.1046/j.1365-2664.2000.00548.x).
15. Donald P, Green R, Heath M (2001) Agricultural intensification and the
collapse of Europe’s farmland bird populations. Proceedings of the Royal Society
of London Series B-Biological Sciences 268: 25–29. (doi: 10.1098/
rspb.2000.1325).
16. Gregory RD, Noble DG, Custance J (2004) The state of play of farmland birds;
population trends and conservation status of lowland farmland birds in the
United Kingdom. Ibis 145(Suppl. 2): 1–13. (doi: 10.1111/j.1474-
919X.2004.00358.x).
17. Jiguet F, Gadot A, Julliard R, Newson S, Couvet D (2007) Climate envelope, life
history traits and the resilience of birds facing global change. Global Change
Biology 13: 1672–1684. (doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2486.2007.01386.x).
18. Jiguet F, Devictor V, Ottvall R, Van Turnhout C, Van der Jeugd H, et al. (2010)
Bird population trends are linearly affected by climate change along species
thermal ranges. Proceedings of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences 277:
3601–3608, (doi: 10.1098/rspb.2010.0796).
19. Møller AP, Rubolini D, Lehikoinen E (2008) Populations of migratory bird
species that did not show a phenological response to climate change are
declining. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 105: 16195–16200.
(doi:10.1073/pnas.0803825105).
20. Gregory RD, Willis SG, Jiguet F, Vor ˇı ´s ˇek P, Klvan ˇova ´ A, et al. (2009) An
Indicator of the Impact of Climatic Change on European Bird Populations.
PLoS ONE 4: e4678. (doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0004678).
21. Davey CM, Vickery JA, Boatman ND, Chamberlain DE, Parry HR, et al.
(2010) Assessing the impact of Entry Level Stewardship on lowland farmland
birds in England. Ibis 152: 459–474. (doi:10.1111/j.1474-919X.2009.01001.x).
22. Clavero M, Villero D, Brotons L (2011) Climate Change or Land Use
Dynamics: Do We Know What Climate Change Indicators Indicate? PLoS
ONE 6: e18581.
23. DEFRA (2011) WILD BIRD POPULATIONS IN THE UK. Defra, London.
Available: http://www.archive.defra.gov.uk/evidence/statistics/environment/
wildlife/download/pdf/110120-stats-wild-bird-populations-uk.pdf. Accessed
2012 January 20.
24. Marchant JH, Hudson R, Carter SP, Whittington PA (1990) Population Trends
in British Breeding Birds. BTO, Tring.
25. Gregory RD, Bashford RI, Balmer DE, Marchant JH, Wilson AM, et al. (1996)
The Breeding Bird Survey 1994–1995. British Trust for Ornithology, Thetford.
26. Freeman SN, Noble DG, Newson SE, Baillie SR (2007) Modelling population
changes using data from different surveys: the Common Birds Census and the
Breeding Bird Survey. Bird Study 54: 61–72. (doi: 10.1080/
00063650709461457).
27. Gregory R, Van Strien A, Vorisek P, Meyling A, Noble D, et al. (2005)
Developing indicators for European birds. Philosophical Transactions of the
Royal Society B: Biological Sciences 360: 269–288. (doi: 10.1098/
rstb.2004.1602).
28. Wilson JD, Evans AD, Grice PV (2009) Bird Conservation and Agriculture.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
29. Lucas R, Rowlands A, Keyworth S, Bunting P (2007) Rule-based classification
of multi-temporal satellite imagery for habitat and agricultural land cover
mapping. ISPRS Journal of Photogrammetry and Remote Sensing 62: 165–185.
(doi:10.1016/j.isprsjprs.2007.03.003).
30. Fuller RM, Devereux BJ, Gillings S, Amable GS, Hill RA (2005) Indices of bird-
habitat preference from field surveys of birds and remote sensing of land cover: a
study of south-eastern England with wider implications for conservation and
biodiversity assessment. Global Ecology and Biogeography 14: 223–239. (doi:
10.1111/j.1466-822X.2005.00145.x).
31. Defra (2010) www.archive.defra.gov.uk/evidence/statistics/foodfarm/
landuselivestock/junesurvey/results.htm. Accessed 2012 January 20.
32. Keep M (2009) Agriculture: historical statistics. House of Commons library
standard note SN/SG/3339.
33. Parker DE, Legg TP, Folland CK (1992) A new daily Central England
Temperature Series, 1772–1991. International Journal of Climatology 12:
317–342.
34. Jones PD, Conway D (1997) Precipitation in the British Isles: an analysis of area-
average data updated to 1995. International Journal of Climatology 17:
427–438.
35. Robinson R, Baillie S, Crick H (2007) Weather-dependent survival: Implications
of climate change for passerine population processes. Ibis 149: 357–364.
36. Bradbury RB, Wilson JD, Moorcroft D, Morris AJ, Perkins AJ (2003) Habitat
and weather are weak correlates of nestling condition and growth rates of four
UK farmland passerines. Ibis 145: 295–306. (doi:10.1046/j.1474-
919X.2003.00142.x).
37. Peach W, Baillie S, Underhill L (1991) Survival of British sedge warblers
Acrocephalus schoenobaenus in relation to west African rainfall. Ibis 133: 300–305.
38. Chevan A, Sutherland M (1991) Hierarchical partitioning, The American
Statistician 45: 90–96.
39. Mac Nally R (2002) Multiple regression and inference in ecology and
conservation biology: further comments on identifying important predictor
variables. Biodiversity and Conservation 11: 1397–1401. (DOI:10.1023/
A:1016250716679).
40. Murray K, Conner MM (2009) Methods to quantify variable importance:
implications for the analysis of noisy ecological data. Ecology 90: 348–355.
41. SAS Institute Inc (2008) SASH 9.2 Enhanced Logging Facilities. Cary, NC: SAS
Institute Inc.
42. Greenwood J, Baillie S (1991) Effects of density-dependence and weather on
population changes of English passerines using a non-experimental paradigm.
Ibis 133: 121–133.
43. Wilson A, Vickery J, Pendlebury C (2007) Agri-environment schemes as a tool
for reversing declining populations of grassland waders: Mixed benefits from
Environmentally Sensitive Areas in England. Biological Conservation 136:
128–135.
44. Newson SE, Rexstad EA, Baillie SR, Buckland ST, Aebischer NJ (2010)
Population change of avian predators and grey squirrels in England: is there
Climate Change, Land-Use and Birds
PLoS ONE | www.plosone.org 7 March 2012 | Volume 7 | Issue 3 | e30407evidence for an impact on avian prey populations? Journal of Applied Ecology
47: 244–252. (doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2664.2010.01771.x).
45. Devictor V, Julliard R, Couvet D, Jiguet F (2008) Birds are tracking climate
warming, but not fast enough. Proceedings of the Royal Society B: Biological
Sciences 275: 2743–2748. (doi:10.1098/rspb.2008.0878).
46. Olesen JE, Bindi M (2002) Consequences of climate change for European
agricultural productivity, land use and policy. European Journal of Agronomy
16: 239–262. (doi:10.1016/S1161-0301(02)00004-7).
47. Jetz W, Wilcove DS, Dobson AP (2007) Projected impacts of climate and land-
use change on the global diversity of birds. PLoS Biology 5: e157. (doi:10.1371/
journal.pbio.0050157).
48. Pearce-Higgins JW, Bradbury RB, Chamberlain DE, Drewitt A,
Langston RHW, et al. (2011) Targeting research to underpin climate change
adaptation for birds. Ibis 153: 207–211. (doi: 10.1111/j.1474-
919X.2010.01086.x).
Climate Change, Land-Use and Birds
PLoS ONE | www.plosone.org 8 March 2012 | Volume 7 | Issue 3 | e30407